In general, aggression is believed to destabilize social integration. The question of who plays a central role in stabilizing and facilitating social integration is important in studies of conflict management and resolution. We investigated that question by applying social network analysis to behavioral data of preschool children (3-and 4-year-olds) in four classes. We identified two kinds of social network structures in each class: 'affiliative network structure' (ANS) consisting of socially positive behavior (affiliation and prosocial behavior) and 'disruptive network structure' (DNS) consisting of socially negative behavior (aggressive or disruptive behavior). Next, we tested how the exclusion of each child, having different degrees of centrality within the ANS or DNS, influenced the 'density', or cohesiveness, of the DNS or ANS among the same children. We found that excluding the children with higher centrality in the ANS did not affect the density of the DNS. In contrast, excluding the children with higher centrality in the DNS reduced the density of the ANS to a greater extent. This suggests that aggressive children play not only a dispersive role but also a cohesive role in their networks. This counterintuitive result highlights the adaptive and dual roles of aggressive children in their social groups.
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Introduction
To maintain social integration and regulate relationships within a group, both human children and nonhuman animals need to deal with conflict situations accompanying incompatible goals, interests, or actions. Therefore, conflict management and resolution are critical components of social life (Aureli & de Waal, 2000) . Reconciliation, the post-conflict friendly reunion of former opponents, is perhaps the best example of such behavior, as it restores relationships damaged by aggression (Aureli & de Waal, 2000) . Reconciliation is widespread among nonhuman animals (Arnold & Aureli, 2006; see Kutsukake & Clutton-Brock, 2008 , for species with no reconciliation practices). Similarly, conflict resolution including reconciliation has been reported in human children (Hartup et al., 1988; Laursen & Hartup, 1989; Killen & Turiel, 1991; Shantz & Hartup, 1992; Vespo & Caplan, 1993; Iskandar et al., 1995; Butovskaya & Kozintsev, 1999; Ljungberg et al., 1999; Butovskaya et al., 2000; Verbeek et al., 2000; Butovskaya, 2001; Verbeek & de Waal, 2001; Fujisawa et al., 2005 Fujisawa et al., , 2006 . The experiences of conflict management and resolution are essential for children's social development (Shantz, 1987; Shantz & Hartup, 1992) .
One important lesson from previous studies of conflict resolution and management is that understanding the effects of aggression should not be restricted to a local scale (i.e., specifically between the opponents) but should be understood at a more global level (i.e., with third parties and within a social network). Animals live in complex social networks (Flack et al., 2005 (Flack et al., , 2006 Krause et al., 2007) ; thus, a single aggressive interaction between individuals affects the social behaviors of other individuals in their social group as well as that of the opponents. Among nonhuman primates, for example, third parties who were not involved in the aggression interact with the opponents in post-aggression behaviors (e.g., consolation, redirection, appeasement, solicited consolation, successive aggression; Watts et al., 2000; Das, 2000; Wittig & Boesch, 2003; Kutsukake & Castles, 2004; Koski et al., 2007) , although few studies have examined the functions of these behaviors (see Palagi et al., 2006; Koski & Sterck, 2007) . The third-party individuals also interact with each other after aggression (Cheney & Seyfarth, 1986 , 1989 Aureli et al., 1992; Judge & Mullen, 2005) . Dominant individuals intervene in ongoing aggression, terminating the aggression (Petit & Thierry, 2000) . For example, Flack et al. (2005) reported that in a captive group of
